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Abstract

Prior research demop;trates - that  examiner unfamiliarity
negatively affects the optimal performance of  handicapped
preschoolers. The present investigation sought to determine whether
examiner unfami1iarity also interferes with the optimal performance of
handicapped school-age pugifé and nonhandicapped children. Sixty-four
s.bjects (16 1anguage~handicapped‘and 16 nonhandicapped preséhoo1ers
and 16 language-handicapped and 16 nonhandicapped-school-age students)
were tested twice during a period of 2 weeks, once by a familiar
examiner and once by an unfamiliar examiner, within a crossover
desi@n. A significant: interaction " was obtéined for examiner
fami1iarity and handicappgg/, status, indicating that whereas
nonhandicapped squects sggred-simi1ar1y when tested by familiar and
unfamiliar examiners, handicapped children scored higher with the
familiar tester. Thus, findkngs indicated that examiner-unfami%farity
négative1y affects both language-handicapped preschool and school-age
children's performance re]ative to a normative popuiatibn; it appears
to depress selectively handicapped children's test pefformance,‘
thereby indicating .tﬁat an examiner's unfamiliarity constitutes a
negatively, systematically biasing condition and threatens the

validity of handicapped students' test performance.



Systematic Bias in the Assessment of Handicapped Children

There 1is general! and chronic disregard for the importance of
situational variables in the assessment of children. This is true
whether the purpose of testing is for educational programming (Labov,
1973; Mehan, 1978; Sigel, 1975) or research (Bronfenbrenner, 1979;
Cazden, 1973; Cole & Bruner, 1972; Mishler, 1979). Nevertheless, a
1imitedr but growing body of empirical evidence demonstreates that
systematic variation of certain typical features of the assessment
situation predictably affects test performance (Sattler, 1974).

The effect of the situational factor "examiner familiarity" has
been explored relatively frequent]ly. Interest in thi; factor often
- has been based on the 1ong;standing developmental notion that children
derive much of their comprehension and feelings about a situation from
significant adults in that situation (cf. Freud, 1921-22; Piaget,
1965). A recent literature review (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1983) identified 20
investigations of examiner familjarity effects. Twelve cf these
studigs reported subjects performing significantly better under the
familiar cond{tion. Of this group, 10 investigations involved
handicapped, minority, and/or preschool subjects, thereby suggesting
the relative importance of examiner familiarity to children with one
" ar more of these charaéteristics. Handicapped breschoo]ers' tesf
performance appeared fo increase most consistently in the familiar
examiner condition. Among six pertinent studies using handicapped
preschoo!ers as subjects, five (92%) investigations reported pdsitive,
significént results. ) ’

h By demonstrating that handicapped preschoolers, and other select

groups, perform differently with familiar and unfamiliar examiners,
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recent research has identified a source of error in the manner in
which tests commonly are administered. Findings indicate that the
typical testing procedure discourages handicapped preschoolers'
optimal, absolute performance. A related and more important issue isc
whether examiner unfamiliarity negatively influences these children's
performance relative to some normative pobu1ations; i.e., whether the
strangeness of a tester selectively depresses the performance of
handicapped preschool children. If so, a tester's unfamiliarity would
be biasga systematically against, and would threaten the 'validity of,
hardicapped preschool children's performance. * The present study
explored this possibility by emp1oying both handicapped and
nonhandicapped preschool children.

This study also scught to extend previous research along a
sécond, heretofore unexplored dimension: namely, whether school-age
handicapped children, as well as handicapped preschoo1er§, demonstrate
differential performance in favor of the familiar tester. By
examining preschool and school-age children with a- similar
handicapping condition, this study explored whether handicapped
preschoo1érs' sub-optimal performance with strange testers is, for the
most part, a developmental issué; or whether it 1is more closely.
related to_the fact that they are handicapped. Nonhandicapped school-
age children aTso were ihcorporated into-the design to address the
possibi1ity of a systematically biasing effect of examiner
unfamiliarity at the'schoo1-age level, as well as among preschoolers.
Fiha11y, in an effort to shed light on the possibly mediating roles of

- CA and handicapping conditions in examiner familiarity/unfamiliarity

~
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3
effects, testers' ratings of children's test-related behaviors were
collected and analyzed.

Method

Subjects

A total of 64 subjects comprised four different groups of equal
size: 16 handicapped preschoolers (HP), 16 handicapped school-aje
chi1dfenr (HS), 16 nonhandicabped preschoolers (NP), and 16
nonhanditapped school-age children (NS). The HPs and HSs were
moderately to profoundly speech- and/or language-impaired, performed
within the normal range on individua1i§‘administered IQ tests, and
were participating in one of two language programs (preschool or
elementary school levels) that were administered by the same public
educational collaborative. The admission criteria of these special
éducation programs included performance on speech and/or language
measures that was at least 1% standard deviationg below the mean. NPs
and NSs were drawn from a 1argg college-affiliated nursery school énd
public elementary schonl, respectively. A1l subjects were Caucasian,
English-speaking, and from predominantly middle-class families located
jn five contiguous towns in Central Massachusetts. The mean CA for
handicapped and nonhandicapped subjects was 77.44 (SD = 24.91) and
76.91 (SD = 24.49) months, respectively; average CA for preschool and
school-age subjects was 57.16 (SD = 7.20) and 97.19 (SD = 18.48)
months, respectively. A two-way analysis of variaﬁ;e (ANOVA;
Handicapped vs. Nonhandicapped and Preschool vs. ScHoo1-age) reveaied

a significant difference between the CAs of preschool and school-age

subjects, F(1,60) = 128.28, p < .00l; there was no significant

: ]
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disparity in CA between handicapped and nonhandicapped children,
F(1,60) = .02, ns, and there was no significant interaction, F(1,60) =
.00, ns. Additionally, identical numbers of male (N = 20) and female
(N = 12) subjects constituted the handicapped, nonhandicapped,
_preschool, and school-age groups.
Examiners

There were 32 examiners. All were Caucasian, female, and trained
as speech clinicians at a state college in Central Massachusetts.
Sixteen examiners were seniors who were one month away from graduction
and who had completed a year-long practicum in clinical or educaticnal
settings. The remaining 16 testers were enro11ed in‘a Masters program
in Communication Disorders and were practicing speech c1inicjans.
Table 1 is a summary of the examiners tn terms of whether they tésted
- handicapped, nonhandicapped, preschool, or school-age subjects, and
reports means and standard deviations for the four groups'’ Ch and »
professiona] experience at the preschool and school-age levels. Two-
way ANOVAs (Handicapped vs. Nonhandicapped and Preschool vs.
School-age) revealed no significant differences between the examiner
groups on any of these variables. (See Table 1 foﬁ_ﬁ and p values.)
Additionally, a multivariate two-way analysis of variance indicated
there were no differences between the examiner groups in terms of
their attitudes toward and conceptualization of handicapped vs.
nonhandicapped adults or children as measured on the Role Category
Questionnaire (Crockett, 1965; see Fuchs, Fuchs, Dailey, & Power,

1983, for details on administration and scoring).



Design

Each examiner was matched randomly with one of the four study
sites, resulting in the combination of four seniors and four
professionally experienced speech clinicians per subject group. Each

of eight examiners per site was assigned randomly to four subjects,

two with whom they became personally familiar ‘and two to whom they

remained strangers. In this way, examiners served in both familiar
and unfamiliar To1es, theéeby controlling for potentially cohfounding
effects of testers' personality.

With everj examiner testing four children, each of the 16
subjects was assessed twice during a period of two weeks,'once by a
familiar examiner and once by the unfamiliar examiner within a
croésover design.- Examiners assessed one familiar and one unfamiliar
subject on one 'occasion and another familiar/unfamiliar pair of
subjects on a second day. On their first day of testing, one-half of

the examiners first tested familiar children, then unfamiliar

children; the remaining examiners tested their examinees in reverse

J order. On thév second day, exdminers who previously had tested

initially familiar subjects were required to test unfamiliar children
first; those examiners who, on théir firs% day of testing, had
assessed unfamiiiar children ffrst were required on their second day
to test them after familiar examinees. The time of day that subjects
were assessed also was controlled; if a child was tested by the

\
St
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familiar examiner at 9:00 a.m., this child also was examined at 9:00
a.m. by the unfamiliar tester. Finally, testing at each site was
conducted in a quiet setting that was familiar to the children.
Procedure

Selection of nonhandicapped subjects. NPs and NSs were selected

by a stratified random sampling procedure. Specifically, for every
handicapped subject, all nonhandicapped children in the nursery and
elementary schools were identified (a) whose CAs were either three
months below or above the CA of the handicapped subject, (b) who were
of the same\gender, and (c)IWho were not receiving special education
services. This generated 32 overlapping groups (16 at preschool level
and 16 at schoo1-age Jevel) in which membership ranged. from 4 to 9.
From each of these groups, two nonhandicapped children were dfawn
randomly, one designated arbitrarily %o participate in the study and‘

the other assigned to a replacement grbup.

.\ T . . .
Selection of examiners. Examiners were chosen in a four-stage

process. First, an 1initial pool of 95 prospective examiners was
established by identifying those graduate students (N = 52) and
seniors (N = 43) who matriculated ih the Communication Disorders
Department. Second, the records of these students were examined to
determine whether the prospective examiners met three criteria;
namely, examiners were required to (a) be female; (b) have a minimum
of % year experience with preschool children either as a professional
- speech clinician or as é student-in-training; and (c) have completed
successfully a year-1on§ practicum (for seniors) or an advanced
diagnostics course (for \gfaduate students). Application of these

\
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7
criteria reduced the initial pool to 72 students, 35 graduate students
and 37 seniors. Third, 22 individuals were chosen randomly from each
of these groups, with 16 in each gqroup arbitrarily designated to
participate as examiners and 6 in each group assigned to a replacement
group. Finally, the 32 prospective examiners were sent letters
informing them (a) of an opportunity to participate in an
investigation whose "aim is to study the wvalidity of wusing
standardized tests to assess the language performance of various
groups of children,"” (b) of the nature and extent  of their
responsibility as study participants, and (c) that, in return for
their barticipation, they would be awarded stipends and an opportunity
to ea;n academic credit.

Personal familiarity. Examiners' personal familiarity was

induced experimentally by two procedures. First, examiners who were
assigned to'preschoo1 subjects were required to make one home visit to
each of their two "familiar" éhi]dren. Testers were told that the
purpose of these visits '‘was "to get to know the child and to permit
the child to get to know you." Examiners also were instructed to
bring toys and games with which to play with the children. Th; héme
visit was to last about one hour. ‘if subjects were scrool-age,
examiners spoke with their future examinees by telephone instead of
visiting them in their homes. Examiners were asked to (a) introduce
themselves, (b) discuss briefly the upcoming testing, and (c) inform

the children that, prior to'testing, there would be an opportunityv to

‘play. ‘Testers and children explored together materials that they

could bring to this interaction; as well as special activities they

AN
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might pursue. .Subjects Were made to expect the telephone calls via
their classroom tea;hers, and the phone conversations{ngre to 1:§t
about five minutes.

The study's -second strategy to induce personal familiarity

required testers to play with their familiar chiidrenkbn a one-to-one

basis in a quiét spacé outside of the subject's classroom. Each tester
of preschool children provided the same toys and games with which she
qna_ihe child had played during the home visit; eXaminers of school-
ageigunjects attempted to bring materials and/or conduct activities

‘that h%d been mentioned during their phone'conversations. The play

se57ﬁons always immediately preceded testing and lasted 20 and 30

minutes fon,preschooi and school-age suybjects, respectiVeTy. Re;eanch
'1.assistants monitored and occasionally regulated the duration of these
play sessioné. The lapse in time separating ﬁhe home visit or phone
conversation and testing ranged from two to five days.

Fo110wing_'éh§ data collection phase of this investigation,
examiners were asked go compiete'a guestionnaire that™ was administered
during a debriefing session. Their responses indicated that the
average nome Qisit (to preschoolers) lasted 60.63 minutes (SD = 20.70)
and the average phone cdnversation (with school-age children) lasted

5.81 minutes (SD = 4.69). In combination with time spent during the

play séSsions;immédiate1y preceding testing, preschool and schooj-age '

subjects spentf SVeréges of 80.63 minutes (SD = 20.70) and 34.72
minutes (SD = 7.50), reébectiwe1y, with their familiar examiners prion
to testing. Handicapped cniiarenlg‘ total interaction- time with

. b ! - \\
familiar testers averaged 56.44 minutes (SD = 25.97); nonhandicapped
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subjects\éveraged 58.91 minutes (SD = 29.92) of pretest contact w?th
fami1iar-ekamﬁners. A two-way ANOVA (Hanciapped vs. Nonhandicapaed
and Preschool vs. Schoo1-age) " indicated that; whereas preschool

subjects\"participated in significantly greater amounts of pretest

.contacf with examiners than did school-age subjects, 5(1,60) = 137.57,

p € .001, handicapped and nonhandicapped subjects did -not differ in

this respect, F(1,60) = .40, ns.

Measures

The C1161ca1 Evaluation of Language Functions (CELF; Semel-Mintz
& Wiig, 1982) is a comprehensive 1anguagé test that is comprised. of
two éca1es, processing (PS) (i.e., auditory comprehension) and
production (PC) (i.e.,’ verbal expression). ‘Semel-Mintz and Wiig
(1982) ‘reported internal consistency of .82 andv a test-retest
reliability coeffiicient of .96.  Pilot administrations of the CELF
were conducted with language-impaired preschoolers (CAs: 3-10 to 4-8)
and nonhandicapped, ‘aboveiaverage achieving Tihtermediate gradg

children (CAs: 9-4 to 12-1) to determine the poésib11ity of "floor"

and "ceiling" effects, respectively. Results indicated the CELF waé

“appropriately difficult for the .study's diverse sample. Examiners

_ . |
were trained to administer the CELF 1in one three-hour training

session, which was conducted by a certified speech clinician.
/

; _ .
Schaeffer's Teacher Rating Scale (STRS: Schaeffer, n.d.) lists
. /v

23 traits and their polar opposites: that describe students’
personality (e.g., nervous/relaxed), sociability (e.g., shy/outgoing),:

and work‘habiis (e.g., easily distracted, concentrates). Each bi-

I

polar: dimension is rated along a 7-point scale where 1 and'7 signify
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most negative and positive reSponseé, respectively. Each examiner
gompJgfed'the STRS for her two familiar and two unfamiliar examinéés
duriﬁg a debriefing,éessjon-that.was coﬁducted one week following. the
Jast;adminiéfrations of the CELF. Internal consfstency alpha for the
STRg was ;97. (The STRS is provided in the Appengix.)

Bgsu1ts

Means \and‘ standard deviations on each scale of the CELF are
displayed in Table 2, for eath examinee group in both familiar and

unfamiliar testing conditions.

" The PS scale on the CELF is comprised of six subtests; the PC
scale, four. In order to compare children's pérformance on tﬂe two
scéWes; weighted scores were caicu1ated§ the PS scale score was
divided by six and the PC scale score By four. Then, a two-between
(Handicapped vs. Ndnhandicapbed and Preschoo1»vs. School age); two-
within (Familiar vs. Unfamiliar tester and the CELF scé1es, PS vs. PC)
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was run oh the CELF. This ANOVA revealed
significant F values for handicapped status, F(1,60) = 16.98, p <
.001, age status, F(1,60) = 81.18, p € .001, fof the handicapped by
age interaction, F(1,60) = 11.98, p < .001, for the CELF scale by age
interaction,” F(1,60) = 7.90, p < .01, and/ for. the familiarity
condition by handicapped status interaction, E(I;GO) = 4.00,_2}( .05.
Weighted mean scores and standard déviations on the two CELF sca1e§:
for each of fhe four examinee groups in both unfamiliar and familiar

testing conditions are shown in Table 3.
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Inspection of Tables 2 and'3'revea1s'that nonhandicapped students

performed better on the CELF than did the handicapped ch11dren (mean
37.28 unweighted points or 7.24 weighted p01nts) and

scored higher than preschoolers

d1fference =
(mean

that school-aged youngsters

75 28 unwe1ghted p01nts or 15.84 weighted points). The

difference =
interaction between the familiarity condition and handicapped status

is illustrated in Figure 1 for the we1ghted CELF 'scores -and suggests

that Whereas nonhandicapped children scored similiarly when tested by

on the average, 0.05.

familiar and unfamiliar examiners (scoring,

points . lower on each subtest with the familiar tester), handicapped

1

youngsters scored higher when tested by the familiar examiner (scoring

an average 1.86- points betterA with the fami]iar tester on each

subtest).

Additiona]\;significant interactions indiéated that (a) the
~ difference between preschool and school-age ch11dren s performances
K /

was greater for nonhandicapped -than for handﬁcapped youngsters
/

(b) that the difference between performances on the PS and PC scales

and

of the CELF was greater for preschool than gor'schoo1-age children
" However, because these two findings are extraneous to the purpose of

this paper, théy are not discussed further.
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For each Schaeffer Rating Scale protocol, the total score was
divided by the number of itemsvon“the scaie to derive an averége score
per item. On. these average scores per item, a two-between
(Handicapped vs. NonhéndiCapped and Preschool vs. School-age), one-
lwiFhin (Familiar vs. Unfamiliar) ANOVA was run. The ANOVA yielded one
§ig§ificantf§ value for age status, F(1,60) = 4.26,»3 ¢ .05; one
addi}iona1 F va1ﬁe approached significance for handicapped status,
;5(1;60) = 3.36, p = .07. No significant effect was obtained fdr
familiarity status, F(1,60) = .03, ns. -Means and standérd deviations
on thé Schaéffer, fbf each of the four examinee groups iﬁ both )
unfamiliar and- familiar ”testing cohditions are shown in Table 4.
These means indicate that school-age siudents' ratings on the
_ Schaeffer were an average .49 point higher per item than were the
ratings of preschoolers, and that nonhandicapped youngsters were rated
an average .44 point higher per item than were the handicapped
students. Testers' rafings of familiar and unfamiliar subjects wére

nearly identical.

Discussion |
Findings indicate that, in comparison to nonhandicapped children,
handicapped subjects performed significantly stronger when tested by
an examiner.“with whom thex«4;;re personally familiar. This result:
extends previous research ’6nw examiner familiarity in two important

ways. First, whereas prior investigations. demonstrated that tester

17
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e . . . S
unfamiliarity discourages handicapped preschoolers' optimal, absolute

test performance, results from this study show that the strangeness of

a téster negatively inf]uencés handicapped chﬁidren's performance
relative to a normative population; it appears to depress selectively
handicapped chi1dren's,¢§st berformance. This finding suggests that
an examiner's unfami1iaﬁfty constitutes a négafive1y, systematically
biasing condition and threatens the Qa1idity of handicapped éfudents'
test performance. ﬁ} . »

Results from the present invéséigatiOn also extend the importance
of examiner familiarity from preschool to school-age haﬁdicapped
children. The absence of an interaction between familiarity and CA or
among familiarity, handicapping condition, and CA suggests there mayA
be something about a child's handicap, irne;pective of 'CA, that -
promotes differential test berformance. Such a causitive. influence
may originété within the child (e.gq., se1f—péfceived vu1nerabi1i£y);
however, it also may be rooted in (a) examiners' attitudes and
behaviors directed toward héndicapped “chi1dren (éee Fuchs et al.,
1983; Fuchs, Zern, & Fuchs, in press) or (b) an interaction between
the berceptions and actions of examiner and handicapped examinees.

In any case, the apparently negatively biasing nature of examiner

vunfami1iarity for handicapped children has many implications for

educational practice. One such implication involves the level of
cdnfidence we may place in the pkedictive validity of a test with
respect to students' classroom performance. Despite the fact that
host testers are unfamiliar and classroom teachers are familiar to

pupils, predictive validity presupposes a high degree of similarity

18
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between the conditions under which both testing and classroom learning

occurs. While this presupposition may hold true for nonhandicapped ’
Tehi]dre%, present findings indicate .it is not true for handicapped
stU?ents; the strangehess of an examiner appears to transform the test
sjtdation into a qualitatively different experience from tnat qf a
c1aséroom Eetting. Hence, what i{s learned about a Handicapped'chi1d
in_the typjca] testing environment»may have sgcant &e]evance‘for and
may be serjous]y mis1eading about classroom instruction.

The salijence of a strange tester‘for handicahged, but qot for
nonhandicapped children, also questions the.adequacf\gf many tests'
standardization populations, when such groups ‘aEe‘ emsloyed to
detefmine handicapped pupils' test performance. Mosf‘ﬁeycho1ogica1,
1anguage; and educational achievement‘ te;ts include few if any -
handieapped children -in their normative popU1atidns; Regardless of
whetﬁer-these largely nonhandicapped groups were tested by familiar or
unfamiTiar examiners during the s;andardizatien ‘phase, we have no
reason to believe their optimal berformance was compromised.". In
contrast, examiner unfamiliarity has been seen " to disequrage-
handicapped.chi1dren's optimal funCtionfng. Th@s, Qhen we employ an

|

unfamiliar examiner to asséfg‘handicapped'pupi1é and when We compare
| these children's performancé\to a typical standardization popu]atien,
we are comparing handicapped chi1dreh's suboptimaT functioning:to the
presumably optimal performance of the normative?group.
'Thigl seemingly "apples and oranges" situation is an exp1ieit

violation of PL 94-142 and vSection\\504, which stipu1ate~ that, for

handicapped students, test instruments must be selected and

1
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administered to "accurately: fef]ect the student's aptitude or
achievement Tlevel or 'whatevgr other factors the testf purports to
measure...." (34 C.F.R., §5 104.35 (b] [3] and 300.532 [c (31, ~ited
in McCarthy, 1983). |

This investigation also explored examiners' ratings of subjects'
test behavior on the STRS. Testers described school-age children's
behaviaor as more positive than preschoolers' behavior, and'examiners'
higher ratings of nonhandicapped than handicapped examinees' beﬁavior
approached significance.: These results paralleled fi%ﬁings that
school-age and nonhéndicabped subjécts perfbrmed:more strdng1y on the
CELF than preschoo]_and handicapped children, respectfve1y. Together
these findiﬁgs seem to cdfroborate prior research demonstratihg a
positive relation between children's performance onvtésts ahd’their
adaptive, general behavior in the test setting (e.g., Sigel, 1975);
In contrast, however; examiners rated familiar ”Hndzvunfamiliar_
handicapped ch{1dren'é test behaviors similarly, despite the better
performance of handicapped children on the CELF“ in the *fahfﬁiék
cohdition. " A previous study (Fuchs et al., 1983), also employing
sbgech c1inicians as testers but using a different rating instrument,
generated similar results. z v

It is unclear why testers' ratings of handicapped exﬂminees on

the STRS failed to reflect these subjects' stronger CELFVpegformance,

in the familiar condition. whatever' the reason may ‘be for ‘this

seeming insensitivity, there -is an impor%ant implication: A]thouéh

‘many tests depend on examiners to exercise their judgment to determine

whether, and if so when, optimal performance has been established,

R0
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'resu1ts from this study and prior research suggest testers have
d1ff1cu1ty mak1ng this determ1nat1on, at least w1th respect to select
populations.. Further research might exp1ore the utility of more
objective procedures, 'such as a checklist or rating scale that
specifies dimensions of rapport, with which testers may determine more
accurately a ch11d s valid test performance and his/her level of

'comfort dur1ng an examination.
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Table 1

CA and Experience of Examiners Wio Were Assigned to Handicapped,

Nonhandicapped, Preschool, and School-age Subjects?

ANOVA
Hand{capped Nonhandicapped ‘preschool School-age Factor df F-value p-value -
_ _ /NP 1,8 18 9~
303.00 (62.76) 276,72 (39.36) 291.36 (59.88) 288,00 (47.04)  P/s© 1,2, .00 1.00
' ' v WMHxes?t 1,2 16 70
\
. , . HINH 1,28 2 N
chool  16.00 (18.20) -13.88 (15.13)  14.67 (16.62)  15.29 (16.96)  P/S 1,28 .02 88
rience : ' : CUHMEX PSS 1,8 L 20
, o NN 1,28 21 65
ol-age 1113 (10.48) 14,26 (16.95)  9.67 (9.24) 1657 (17.80) /S 1,2 .69 .20
rience - N/NH X P/S 1,28 .03 .86

ries are means and standard deviations in parentheses, wﬁich are calculated {n terms of months,
dicap vs. nonhandicap ' '

school vs. school-age

eraction between handicap/nophandicap and preschno1£school-agg'

bZ



Table 2
Unweighted Means and Standard Deviations on the CELF Scales for Each Examinee

Group in Familiar and Unfamiliar Testing Conditions®

CELF Scale

PS PC
Examinee Group "~ Familiar Unfamiliar Familiar Unfamiliar
Preschool Handicapped 96.31 (36.62) 83.38 (38.86) 36.31 (33.57) 35.75 (37.22)
School-age Handicapped 139.94 (39.52) 137.81 (43.26) 90.94 (44.52) 75.25 (34.75)
Preschool Nonhandicapped 101.56 (45.64) 101.31 (40.15) 45,13 (28.42) 40.69 (29.23)

School-age Nonhandicapped 211.63 (32.38) 216.13 (30.39) 137.81 (51.40) 138.25 (52.71)

8standard deviations are indicated in parenthéses.




Table 3

Weighted Means and Standard Deviations on the CELF Scales for Each

Examinee Group in Familiar and Unfamiliar Testing Conditions?

Ixaminee Group

CELF Scale

PS

PC

Familiar

Unfamiliar

Familiar

Unfamiliar -

>reschool Handicapped
5chool-age Handicapped
>reschool Nonhandicapped -
School-age Nonhandicapped

16.09 (6.08)
23.33 (6.59)

16.92 (7.61) -

35.28 (5.40)

13.90 (6.47)
22.14 (7.23)
15.84 (5.13)
36.03 (5.08)

9.10 (8.40)
22.76 (11.13)
9.74 (6.10)
34.48 (12.85)

8.96 (9.31)
18.83 (8.67)
10.19 (7.32)
34.58 (13.19)

‘standard deviations are indicated in parentheses.
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Table 4

/

.

Average Score Per Item on the Schaeffér for Each E?Eminee

Group in Familiar and Unfamiliar Testing Conditions

23

Score
Familiar Unfamiliar
Examinee Group Mean SD Mean SD
Preschool Handicapped 4.41 0.94 4.27 1.01
School-age Handicapped 4,56 0.71 5.00 ".80
Preschool Nonhandicapped 4,87 0.94 -~ 4,58 1.09
School-age Nonhandicapped 5.36 0.82 5.18 0.95

29
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Figure 1. Display of interaction: CELF scores of handicapped
- (-=--) and nonhandicapped (——) children in familiar (F)
and unfamiliar (U) testing conditions. :’
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APPENDIX
Schaeffer Teacher Rating Scale

Child's Name:

Compared with other children the same age, how would you describe this child
on the traits listed here. For example, if the item had to do with height, and
the child was just a 1ittle shorter than average, you might mark it as follows:

Example: short 1 2 @ 4 5 6 7 tall

Please circle a number on each line below to show where you would rate this
child on the following traits: ‘

—
—

‘average
1. shy 1.2 3 4 5 6 7 outgoing
2. slow learner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 fast Tearner
3. nervous T2 3 45 6 7 relaxed
4. gloomy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 cheerful .
5. short attention'span 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 long éttention span
6. needs long explanation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 catches on quickly
7. often worried 12 3 45 6 7 seldom worried
8. stubborn 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 cooperadive
9. unhappy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 happy
10. easily distracted 1 2 34 5 6 7 concentrates
. self-conscious 12 3 4 5 6 7 comfortable with people
12. doesn't know much 12 3 4 5 6 7 knows a lot
13. high strung 1 2 3 4 5 6 77 easy going
14. quarrelsome 1 2 3 4 5 6.7 agreeable
15. moody 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ~ even-tempered
16. gives up quickly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 " sticks to it }
17. fearful ‘ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 self-confident
18. not too bright 1 2 345 6 7 smart
19. anxious 1 23 4 5 6 7 ‘calm
20. easily angered 12 3 4 5 6 7 good-natured
21. complaining 1 2 3 4.5 6 7 contented
22. careless about work 1 2.3 4 5 6 7 does careful work
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